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(1) Real Party in Interest 

A statement identifying by name the real party in interest is contained in the brief. 

(2) Related Appeals and Interferences 

The examiner is not aware of any related appeals, interferences, or judicial proceedings 
which will directly affect or be directly affected by or have a bearing on the Board's decision in 
the pending appeal. 

(3) Status of Claims 

The statement of the status of claims contained in the brief is correct. 

(4) Status of Amendments After Final 

The appellant's statement of the status of amendments after final rejection contained in 
the brief is correct. 

(5) Summary of Claimed Subject Matter 

The summary of claimed subject matter contained in the brief is correct. 

(6) Grounds of Rejection to be Reviewed on Appeal 

The appellant's statement of the grounds of rejection to be reviewed on appeal is correct. 

(7) Claims Appendix 

The copy of the appealed claims contained in the Appendix to the brief is correct. 

(8) Evidence Relied Upon 

6 5 050 ? 895 Luciano, Jr. et al. 04-2000 

5,457,306 Lucero 10-1995 

6,1 13,495 Walker et al. 09-2000 
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Fey, Marshall, Slot Machines: A Pictorial History of the First 100 Years, Liberty Belle Books, 
1983, Cover & pages 88, 230 & 232 

Buschel, Richard, Lemons, Cherries and Bell-Fruit-Gum, Royal Bell Books, 1995, pages 225-6 
(9) Grounds of Rejection 

The following ground(s) of rejection are applicable to the appealed claims: 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 
of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 47-51 & 57-60 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Fey (Slot Machines, A Pictorial History Of The First 100 Years) in view of Luciano, Jr. et al. 
(US Patent Number 6,050,895). 

Claim 47: Fey teaches a 1904 Big Six slot machine. (Page 88) The Big Six is a game 
station with a base unit having a first side and an opposing second side, and a first end 
and a second end. The base unit defining at said first side a player station for use by a 
first single player generally facing said first side of said base unit. The base unit includes 
a base portion (legs) and a console extending upwardly from the base portion. The base 
portion and console are positioned between the first end and the second ends of the base 
unit. The console includes a first face corresponding to the first side of said base unit. 
The Big Six has a first and second display (the dials) that are positioned sufficiently 
proximate to one another to be viewed at the same time by the first single player of the 
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first station - a player can clearly see both dials. There is a first game controller (the 
gears controlling the dial on the left) adapted to present first wagering game information 
corresponding to a first wagering game on the first display in response to a first wager 
placed by the first player wager placed by the player. There is a second game controller 
(the gears controlling the dial on the right) adapted to present second wagering game 
information on the second display corresponding to a second wagering game in response 
to a second wager placed by the first player. The player may concurrently view said first 
and second wagering game information presented on said first display and said second 
display. The first and second game controllers are configured to independently generate 
the first and second wagering game information such that the first and second wagering 
games and their outcomes are independent. There is at least one wager-accepting device 
(the coin heads at the top of each game) at the game station adapted to accept a wager 
placed by a player of the player station to play either or both wagering games and allocate 
values to one or more of the first or second game. (The player may play either or both 
games by placing coins in the appropriate slot.) There is at least one input device (the 
handle below each dial) permitting the player to provide input to the game station 
affecting the first and second gaming information presented to the player by the first and 
second display - the player activates the handle to start the game. The Big Six fails to 
teach a first and second video display or electronic game controllers. Luciano teaches a 
first and a second electronically controlled video display (105a & b) at the first face of 
said console. These displays are controlled by separate electronic controllers (107a & 
107b). It is extremely well known to update technology to replace mechanical devices 



Application/Control Number: 09/750,742 Page 5 

Art Unit: 3714 

with electronic components because the computerized versions are more flexible. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
have modified the Big Six in view of Luciano to include video displays electronically 
controlled by computerized controllers in order to update the technology and increase the 
flexibility of the game. 

Claim 48: Fey teaches the invention substantially as claimed including placing two 
gaming units back to back. (See the front cover.) This configuration is EXTREMELY 
common in casinos because it allows casinos to make the best use of available floor 
space. In a back-to-back configuration, the second player corresponds to the first player 
of claim 47. The third and fourth games correspond to the first and second games 
respectively. 

Claim 49: Luciano teaches a master controller (512) that is configured to control the 
first and second game controllers. Each gaming terminal (100a & b) is disclosed as being 
the same as that depicted in Fig 1 . Each gaming terminal then has a first and second 
controller (Fig lb) that is controlled by the controller (512). (See Fig 5 & Col 1 1, 27 - 
Col 12, 8.) 

Claim 50: Luciano's base portion is generally upwardly extending and defines a first 
vertical surface. Fig lb shows that the game controllers are mounted on the respective 
vertical surfaces extending upwardly from the base. 

Claim 51: Luciano teaches a housing located between the console (where the screen is 
located) and the second end. There is a first and second wager-accepting device (106 & 
108) in the housing. 
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Claim 57-60: Fey teaches providing chairs for the convenience of players. (Page 212) It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
have provided chairs for the convenience of players. The height of the cabinet, the 
location of controllers within the cabinet and the physical location of devices associated 
with the cabinet are all a matter of design choice. Such factors do not patentably 
distinguish over the prior art since they do not solve any stated problem or produce 
unexpected results. 

3. Claim 52 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fey and Luciano 
as applied to claim 47 above, and further in view of Lucero (US Patent Number 5,457,306). 

Claim 52: Fey and Luciano teach the invention substantially as claimed, but fail to teach 
a keypad mounted between the displays on each face of the console. Lucero teaches a 
keypad mounted on a slot machine cabinet that allows the player to use a general-purpose 
charge card to wager on the game. This allows a player who does not have a house card 
to play without going through the procedure for getting one. (Col 1, 67 - Col 2, 8) This 
flexibility increases the likelihood of players betting. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have modified Fey and Luciano 
in view of Lucero to mount a keypad in the slot machine cabinet (i.e., on the face of the 
console) in order to allow a player who does not have a house card to play without going 
through the procedure for getting one, thus providing flexibility that increases the 
likelihood of players betting. Regarding the placement of the keypad on the face of the 
console, placing the keypad between the two displays would facilitate use of the keypad 
with either or both of the displays. This would increase player convenience. It would 
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have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have 
placed the keypad between the two displays in order to facilitate use of the keypad with 
either or both of the displays, thus increasing player convenience. 

4. Claims 53-56 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fey and 

Luciano in view of Walker (US Patent Number 6,1 13,495). 

Claim 53 & 55: Fey and Luciano teach the invention substantially as claimed (see Claim 
47) but do not teach a non-game video feed to the first or second display such that the 
player may see the video feed on one of the same displays presenting the first and second 
game information. Walker teaches displaying all game information and a non-game 
video feed (i.e., television programming) on a single display. Video display area (346) 
displays video feed and slot machine reels. (Col 7, 17-49) Walker teaches that 
displaying video enhances player retention. (Title) It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have modified Fey and Luciano in 
view of Walker to include a non-game video feed to the first or second display such that 
the player may see the video feed on one of the same displays presenting the first and 
second game information in order to enhance player retention. 
Claim 54: Fey teaches the invention substantially as claimed including placing two 
gaming units back to back. (See the front cover.) This configuration is EXTREMELY 
common in casinos because it allows casinos to make the best use of available floor 
space. In a back-to-back configuration, the second player corresponds to the first player 
of claim 47. The third and fourth games correspond to the first and second games 
respectively. 
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Claim 56: Walker teaches a gaming machine with two video screens (362 & 346). The 
video feed may be displayed on either device. Player interface (370) is used to select the 
desired video and must be used to determine which display the video is played on since 
the video is not played on both displays. 
(10) Response to Argument 

Examiner's Summary 
This case is about putting two prior art slot machines in a prior art slot machine case and 
the various arrangements the slot machine components may take within the case. 

A. Rejection under 35 USC § 103(a) over Fey in View of Luciano 

Claim 47 

Claim 47 is attempting to get a patent on putting two slot machines in one box. As the 
rejection points out, this has been done for over 100 years. Additionally, Fey's book teaches the 
Mills Dewey Chicago Triplet (page 230) and the Caille 1905 Mixed Triplet (page 232). These 
are examples of three separate machines placed in a single cabinet. So not only have 
practitioners of the art been putting two slot machines in the same cabinet for over a century, 
they have been putting three slot machines in a single cabinet for at least 102 years. This long 
history of placing multiple slot machines in the same cabinet would tend to teach one of ordinary 
skill in the art how to put two slot machines in the same box - you build a bigger box. 

In fact, this is exactly what has happened over the years. Examiner has recently 
discovered a reference that would have been a 102(b) reference for this claim. On pages 225-6 
of Bueschel's book, there is a device with ten electronic slot machines in a single cabinet. This 
clearly anticipates Appellant's claimed invention. 
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The prior art teaches two, three & ten separate slot machines in a single cabinet. It is 
Examiner's position that one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would have 
known how to put multiple slot machines in the same cabinet. Building a bigger box is well 
within the level of ordinary skill. Furthermore, is replete with examples of practitioners doing 
just that. 

Appellant argues that Fey does not disclose the inner workings of the Big Six slot 
machine. Appellant then (on page 13) argues, "the Big Six appears to disclose two slot machines 
which are associated with a single housing, but configured for play by two players." 

As pointed out in the rejection above, the Fey reference gives enough details to read upon 
the claimed invention. The claimed invention does not require details in the inner workings of 
the Big Six since the claimed invention is directed to the physical arrangement of slot machines 
in a cabinet. The Big Six clearly shows that the claimed arrangement has been well known in the 
art for over one hundred years. The Big Six teaches two slot machines that are in the same 
cabinet and that can be played by a single player. 

Appellant states that the claimed invention is a single slot machine offering two games. 
This is belied by the claim itself. The claims requires: 

j st ^ e i ec t r onically controlled video display; 

at least one wager accepting device; 

a 1 st electronic game controller adapted to present a first game; 
a 2 nd electronic game controller adapted to present a second game; 
at least one input device for allowing player input. 
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Thus we have two screens each controlled by a separate game controller (i.e., CPU); the 
possibility of two wager-accepting devices, and the possibility of two input devices. This does 
not describe a single slot machine offering two games. This describes two slot machines in one 
box. A single slot machine offering two games would have a single controller. 

Appellant argues that it would not have been obvious to combine Luciano with the Big 
Six since Luciano teaches a slot machine with two separate displays for the same game. 
Examiner contends that it is obvious to update technology. Instead of mechanical wheels as 
displays, it is common in this electronic age to use video displays. Instead of controlling the 
game with an arrangement of gears and springs, it is obvious to use a computer. Luciano is 
merely a representative of its (numerous) tribe - electronic slot machines with electronic 
displays. 

NOTE 

Appellant addresses the dependent claims below without explaining why they are 
separately patentable. The Appellant merely argues that they have additional limitations. While 
this (as a matter of law) renders the Brief defective, in the interest of customer service, Examiner 
will address these arguments. However, it is clear that these claims must stand and fall with 
claim 47. 

Claim 48 

Appellant argues that the references do not teach " a single machine which defines player 
stations at opposing sides ." (Emphasis in original.) Yet Appellant does not claim a single 
machine. Appellant claims a 3 rd and 4 th machine - each with its own processor and display. Fey 
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teaches lining slot machines up back-to-back and it is well within the level of ordinary skill to 
put them in a single box. 
Claim 51 

Appellant argues that the Luciano does not teach the claimed invention because 
Luciano's wager accepting devices "are located in housings which, are entirely external to the 
console." Yet Appellant's claim does not specify that the housing is in the console. The 
argument is not commensurate in scope with the claims. 

Claim 57 

Appellant argues that the height of the cabinet is not a matter of design choice. Yet 
surely, a box can be built to any dimension desired. And the desired dimension is purely a 
matter of choice. If not design choice, then it would certainly be a matter of routine 
experimentation. No one (except possibly the Appellant) would argue that choosing a box size is 
beyond the ordinary skill in the art or that it could in any way be considered "inventive". 

Claim 58 

Claim 58 is concerned with where in the box the CPU is located. Again, this is a matter 
of design choice. The CPU has to go in the box. Does it really matter where it goes? Behind the 
monitor; to the left of the monitor; to the right of the monitor; under the monitor? Above the 
monitor might cause problems because of the heat given off by the monitor. But as long as the 
CPU is inside the box and not overheated, the location of the CPU does not affect the function of 
the device. It is purely a matter of design choice. 
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Claim 59 

Again, we are talking about how things are arranged in a box. It is not inventive to 
arrange the gaming machines symmetrically. One can put the slot machines in the box any way 
that one chooses as long as it doesn't interfere with the function of the slot machines. It is well 
within the level of ordinary skill to arrange slot machines symmetrically in a cabinet. 

B. Rejection under 35 USC §103(a) over Fey and Luciano and Further in View of Lucero 

Claim 52 

Appellant argues that claim 52 should be allowable for the same reasons claim 47 should 
be allowable. Please see the arguments concerning claim 47 above. 

Appellant further argues that there is no reason to combine Lucero (Appellant mistakenly 
refers to Walker - this is believed to be a typographical error) with Fey & Luciano. Please refer 
to the rejection above for the motivation to combine the references. 
C. Rejection under 35 USC §103(a) over Fey and Luciano and Further in View of 

Walker 

Claim 53 

Appellant essentially argues that Fey and Luciano do not teach the invention of claim 47. 
Please see the arguments concerning claim 47 above. 

Appellant argues that the Big Six does not have a wager allocation input - i.e., a way for 
the player to allocate wagers between the first and second game. Examiner must disagree. Each 
of the Big Six slot machines has its own coin head. The player allocates wagers between the first 
and second game by placing money in the respective coin head. Since the Appellant's claimed 
device may have two wager accepting devices (i.e., a coin slot for each machine), the player may 
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allocate wagers between the first and second game by placing money in the respective coin slots. 
Thus each coin slot is a wager allocation input device. 

Appellant argues, "The prior art does not disclosed the claimed configuration of a game 
station including a video selector which permits a player to select video content for display on 
one of the game devices." Yet this is exactly what Walker teaches. Walker teaches allowing a 
player to select a non-game video (i.e., television) to display on a slot machine display screen. 

Claims 54-56 

Appellant states that these claims stand or fall with claim 53. 
Summary 

As stated above, this case is about putting two or more slot machines in a single cabinet 
or box and the arrangement of the various bits and pieces of the system within the box. As 
shown, the prior art has taught placing multiple machines in a single cabinet for over a century. 
For this and the other reasons outlined above, Examiner asks that the rejection be sustained. 

(11) Related Proceeding(s) Appendix 

No decision rendered by a court or the Board is identified by the examiner in the Related 

Appeals and Interferences section of this examiner's answer. 

For the above reasons, it is believed that the rejections should be sustained. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/Corbett Coburn/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3714 

Conferees: 
/Scott Jones/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3714 
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Maryland law called for a 
reduction or rhs slos 
machine popt&mmi by ten 
machines per year per casi- 
no 10 terminate pUy over 
m extended schedule. The 
kamH'!e!l Engineering sola- 
r*on w.as t.o replace single 
.-v;r»cfuri4:rs with LO-player 
medek thereby retaining 
the pbyer count: while the 
machine count was legally 
reduced. 



machines a year km to.be.euc out, the remaining 
machines could be- ^replaced with- multiple, player ■ 
models in an attempt to -retain .the same number, of 
players dn -spite of the. smaller machine count, an 
idea- over half a century old. chat .-also- drove the 
development of the multiple* ,tum-#tihife-€etitury 
twin- and - triple: -iter Model machines, %msdeHV 
prjmafy -substrate w^ At>mm$ FOUR BELLS, a 
machine in .widespread;" use in Maryland. Leaving 
Keeney and. his Chicago connections, Ramsdetl 
went out on his- own 'and';opened:up\the- E/& R/ 
Designing & Engineering Company in Baltimore In 
1954, mcorporatmg in-4958- as . the -RamsdeU 
Engineering Corporation, He ran-, it for the neii: ten 
years as slot machine play diminished and finally 
ended m rhe state, The Ramsdeii- conversions .of the 
FOUR BELLS included MEW 4 BELLS, 6 BELLS 
and MULTIPLE BELL, the latter a ^player kva new 
cabinet; Other conversions- included the. DELUXE 
WilslTERBOOK out of the H: C, Evans. WINTER* 
BOOK, the Ramsdetl' TWENTY ONE out of the H, .. 
CI Evans CASINO BELL, arid his Masterpiece* the ' 
INltRff ATK3NAL' :W.INTERTO^ an 'enormous: 
■ combination of ten, m^ir\es'in ^ne 'long cabinet that 
had plenty of'toom to iKreqm^ 10- 



piayer models were tested in .court, and held up. 
with the Maryland casinos maintaining their player 
-.populations until the laws finally closed their doors, 
the last being in Charles and Calvert counties on 
Saturday, January 1L 1969, after they had their 
shatoff date- of July 1, 1968 extended by confusing 
,the laws by converting to merchandise payouts 
instead of cash, 

"■ The. Ace, and then Space; open front idea had 
leapfrogged across the countryi to -national success, 
soon, to be. international It was not a feature to be 
avoided. ■ Yet it took Mills BelLO- . 
Mark four years to catch up, The 
Bfell-O'Matic move to Nevada had 
been a hard one, both for personnel 
(many didn't want to leave Chicago, 
including&mily members, and didn't) 
and for production. In terms of indus- 
trialization and manufacturing, 
Nevada was as arid as its landscape, 
and getting unpacked and into pro* 
duct ion was a chore. It was particular- 
ly aggravating when all significant 
components and OE parts, 
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rom lock washers to connectors, had to he ordered 
,ut of Chicago or Los Angeles or other major Indus- 
rial centers. The result was delayed design. The 
k!TQ*M.aue line that ended in Chicago in 19.51. 
■arricd on m Nevada from 1952 forward, with minor 
.hanges in cabinetry and aim. By 1954 4-reel mod. 
:ls of the a Hightap ! were being made, with light- ups 
.;oming next, with practically every move a reaction 
•o the powerful Jennings SUN CHIEF line that was 
making .serious inroads in Nevada. Mi lb created the 
4-re.el COWBOY to counter the Jennings BUCKA- 
ROO; and in 1956 introduced the 
newly styled lighted and unlightcd 
THREE 7 CROWN and 4-reel 
FOUR 7 CROWN models to face off 
die enlarged jackpot Jennings 
SUPER DELUXE SUN CHIEF. 
SWEEPSTAKE CHIEF, WILD IND1 ; 
AN and other advanced models in 
counter and Bell console versions. 
The Mills- line was a disaster while 
Jennings continued on with their ' 
ELDORADO CHIEF lightup models 
with large casino identification pan-. 
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els. The weak Milk BelhO-MatTc/ reply was to 
restyle the venerable :"Htghtop M with a slightly mod- 
ified tabinethavinga much wider payout cup at the. 
bottom -of the front; . It wasn't until 1962 that, they 
brought out a front opener in at smaller machine, 
called' the Mills COMPACT- "Split .Head." They 
finally had a winning machine and spun it out ..into 

years of making an effort and die ever diminishing 
■'family interest, had been an arrow to the hear? of the- 
business. Jn: the Mi'bf 1963, gvving uptheghost, the ' 
surviving- Millsianuiy owners sold the firm,- its name 
and- -assets; to American. Machine & Science of 
Elgin, lltino&y the. parent company of Jennings. 
]dershe\f ; Manufaciiiring, Ke.eney and the oiherasso- 
ciared:;cdfti jmachihc producers " that would, soon 
form a single entity earning alt of their acquired 
brand: liames, . \ ■'. ., , s ^ ; " ' ^ 

There was another "arrow do- the. heart "of^M ills, 
and this : one. was- poisoned, As, the.* best- known slot 
. machine format in die war ki and already the most 
copied, the appearance of the respec red ' Mills 
"High top" suggested' reliahilit^ani enjoyment. The 
many smaller shops that sprang up in tasVegasV Reno f 
Sparks and eke where in Nevada that maintained and 
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CimeV extensive assortment of 
mochines were among the most 
ornate slots built. The "Cadillac of 
the Industry^ 1 ' products sold for 
more than the competitors ~ — 
e n ) p I \ q s f n g bea t i ry a n d qua I i iy . 



Caiile Classics 



'Their tine included petite cast Iron 
slots, like- the 15 inch toll BUSY 
BEE above} thai was ortginahy 
made by Caiile-Schlemer in 1899; 
■and the ornamental, massive floor 
rn a c h hies, like the 1 904. 4 25 
pound musical BIG SIX - 45 twin. 




established and impressive it was good business to use the same agnomen. 

Mills also used the same basic mechanism, which has endured through the en- 
tire life of the mechanical slot regardless of the manufacturer. They cosmetically 
embellished their machine with an extremely ornate cast iron case— the bottom 
front casting reading u Miils Liberty BelF inscribed over a large bell; white both side 
castings were highlighted with two more Liberty Bells and the Statue of Liberty 
overlooking a scene of New York harbor, The three reels were increased from six 
and a half to eight inches in diameter to incorporate 20 symbols instead of the ten 
used on the Fey machine. Mills also enlarged the payout window, which greatly 
magnified the near miss feature by showing nine symbols rather than three T 

There were a number of diversifications on the early Milts LIBERTY BELLS. 
First, a patriotic reel strip was substituted which used torches, wreaths of fame, the 
American flag and a red, white and blue shield. These were evidently not very 
popular as the later 1908 LIBERTY BELLS again used card symbols, although the 
reel strips were changed by adding face cards and discarding the bell symbol 

In 1910 Mills brought out a LIBERTY BELL GUM FRUIT mode! attaching a 
gum vender which delivered an optional package of gum for each coin played! In 
many marginally legal; territories this gaming device qualified as a non -gaming mer- 
chandise vender- The reel strips featured the lemon, spearmint, orange and plum 
symbols which represented gum flavors dispensed, In that same year the firm also 
introduced the OPERATORS BELL, another version of the BELL GUM FRUIT 
machine. It did not utilize the gum vender although it did retain the lemon, orange 
and plum fruit symbols, while replacing the spearmint symbol with: a cherry. These 
reel strips, patented in 1910, are the same ones used today. 

As soon as Mills went into production of their bell slot, the machine was no 
longer solely . a San Francisco phenomenon. It was sweeping the; nation! In 1910 
Mills' Chicago plant was an eight story building with five acres., of flobr space: branch 
offices had been established in Denver, Detroit, Los Angeles, New York City, Pitts- 
burg and San Francisco, Soon foreign offices were opened in- Argentina, England, 
Italy, Malta and Spain as the bell slot machine. became the world's most prevalent 
gaming device. By 1907 they had sold more than 1,000 LIBERTY'BELL machines 
and by World War 1 had. manufactured more than 30,000 cast iron bell slots. 



Caiile Cashes in on the Liberty 

In a catalog released in 1907 Cailie Brothers Company of. 
Detroit proclaimed themselves the world s largest manufacturer 
of coin machines, producing both gaming and arcade devices in 
the largest factory on earth. They had offices .in Chicago and New 
York, and shipped to almost every foreign country. They even 
had branch offices in Canada, France and China. Their specialty 
was a large line of quality automatic paying floor machines: but 
once aware of the success of the Mills LIBERTY BELL they added 
this slot to their string of winners, 

The Caiile Brothers,- AdoLph and August e (Arthur), were of 
Alsace-Lorraine (French) ancestry. Both entered the nickel-in* 
the-slot: machine industry in its infancy, following their father, 
Joseph, into the business, just as the Mills had done. Adolph was 
in partnership with Jacob Schiemer as jobbers in saloon fixtures, 
forming an affiliation with the Illinois Machine Company, inven- 
tors and manufacturers of the first successful six-way floor 
machine in 1898, Dubbed th PUCK after another popular comic 
magazine and Shakespeare's mischievous mythical fairy, it en- 
joyed immediate success. This promoted the Caiik~Srhu>mpr C.n 
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Mills DEWEY - CHICAGO TRIPLET 1903-1916 

Ma de j o r n Ic he i quarter a n d half dollar p I a y . t hese gig 
units are over seoen feet tall and weigh 950 pounds 
other DEWEY and CHICAGO models on pages 92 and 



The Mills DEWEY and CHICAGO 

mechanisms', above, did not use coin slide 
like Caille floor machines and Bell slot; 
instead, they used a rotating wheel th< 
cut off one coin at a time. 
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Mills 191... 
SILVER CUt 





Cdi/fe 1909 
SILVER CUP 
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There was no stigma in copying another manufacturers invention, ii 
slot was successful the name and often the mechanism and case desk 
would be almost identical. Fey and Caille models were very similar, vvh: 
Mills made two different SILVER CUPS of their own unique design 



